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A LONG- RANGE PLAN FOR THE PROVI SI ON
OF OUTDOOR WATER- RELATED RECREATI ONAL OPPORTUNI Tl ES
I N THE CHARLESTON HARBOR PROJECT AREA

| nt roducti on

In a workshop in Septenmber 1993, the Charl eston Harbor
Proj ect established the following public utilization goals for
t he Charl eston Harbor estuarine system

1. to docunent present levels of public utilization of the
Charl eston Harbor estuary and its resources;

2. to enhance cultural, recreational, econom c and public
use of the estuary;

3. to increase public awareness and invol venment in
managenent of the Charl eston Harbor system

Pr obl em St at enent

As the popul ati on of Berkel ey, Charleston and Dorchester
counties continues to grow -- increasing from 506,875 in 1990
to an estimated 776,500 by the year 2010 (an increase of 53% -
- the availability of outdoor recreational opportunities nust
be addressed now to adequately accomodate the needs of area
residents in the future. Additionally, the burden of providing
an adequate | evel of recreational opportunities for the area is
hei ght ened by the expected increase in tourists' denands.

Many of the recreational opportunities in the trident area
are based on its abundant natural resources, particularly the
mari ne, estuarine, riverine and |l acustrine resources. Public
access to these water-rel ated resources has often been taken
for granted and assuned avail able in perpetuity. However, as
t he pressure of popul ation growth has increased, public access
has been adversely inpacted, possibly decreasing as a result of
t he gradual change fromrural to suburban | and ownershi p.
Accordingly, the process to rectify possible inmbal ances and
provi de adequate access to public waters requires |ong-range
pl anning (Sargent, et al 1991). The followi ng steps are
suggested for such | ong-range planning: (1) conduct an
inventory of public access; (2) develop public goals for access
to public lands and waters with a survey; (3) and devel op a
| ong-range plan to achieve public access in accordance with
t hose goals and with the financial resources of the conmmunity.

The inventory of sites and facilities providing outdoor,
wat er - based recreation in the Charl eston Harbor area was
conpleted in June 1994. To acconplish the second step cited
above, a needs assessnent of outdoor recreation was conducted.
In carrying out the needs assessnent, information was gl eaned
fromseveral earlier studies on recreation devel opment in the



area. By and large, the needs assessnment was viewed as an
inportant step in the process to achieve the public utilization
goal s of the Charleston Harbor Project. First, it addressed
goal one by docunenting the present |evel of public utilization
of water resources for recreational purposes. Second, it
establ i shed an agenda for fulfilling goal two, which seeks to
enhance the cultural, recreational and econom c use of the
estuary. Finally, in conjunction with the previous inventory,
a needs assessnent provided a nmeans of increasing public

awar eness and invol venent in the managenent of the Charl eston
Har bor system by devel oping a dat abase of information on
recreational usage.

As designed, the needs assessnent primarily addressed the
use of water-related recreational resources in the watershed of
t he Charl eston Harbor estuary. O her dinensions of public
utilization, such as cultural and econom c uses, were addressed
indirectly. (Separate analyses are recommended to provide in-
depth information regardi ng those di nmensions.)

To eventually realize public utilization goals nentioned
earlier, the third step -- a long-range plan -- is needed to
guide all parties involved in managi ng the Charl eston Harbor
Estuary. This long-range plan could rely on the information
provided in both the inventory and needs assessnment to point
out sites for the devel opnent of specific recreational
activities. It is obvious fromthe inventory and needs
assessnment that certain sections of the Charl eston Harbor
Project Area have an adequate supply of sites and facilities
whi ch provide amenities for water-related recreational
activities. Yet, many sections of the Project Area have few,
if any, anmenities that provide or facilitate such activities.
A long-range plan for outdoor, water-related recreation would
furnish a means to address the disparity found in the provision
of recreational opportunities within the Project area.

The attenpt to develop this |ong-range plan should include
the i nput and assistance of appropriate officials from al
| ocal governnments in the Charleston Harbor Area. U timtely,
the responsibility of inplementing a regional recreation plan
falls upon those | ocal governnents.

Met hodol ogy

The net hodol ogy to devel op the | ong-range plan was derived
fromthe process outlined by Sargent, et al (1991).
Specifically, this process includes the follow ng steps:

1. Hold an information nmeeting with el ected board,
pl anni ng comm ssion, rural environnmental planner, and citizens.



a. Discuss objectives, procedures, assistance
avai |l abl e, costs, and schedul e.

b. Exchange letters of agreenent.
2. Appoint nmenbers to a planning conmttee.
a. Form subcomm ttees around inventory subjects

b. Include representatives of all groups with an
interest in the Pl an.

3. Discover public goals.

a. Draft and deliver goals questionnaire; collect
questionnaires.

b. Tabulate results of goals survey and distribute.
4. Inventory natural, cultural, human resources.
a. Describe resources.

b. Obtain data, guidance, recomendations from
techni cal team

c. Conduct field trips for direct assessnent.

d. Present and discuss inventory reports at public
meetings. Incorporate recomendations.

5. Draft plan. Review, publish, and distribute.

a. Assenble draft of findings, goals,
recomrendations, priorities, inplenmentation
met hods.

b. Organize in chapters, based on inventory subjects
(or goals, or geographic areas).

C. Distribute to all househol ds.

Several tasks outlined above are conpleted, while others
remai n undone at this point. The staff of the Charleston
Har bor Project has held information neetings and created a
recreation advisory commttee. Additionally, an inventory and
a needs assessnent of outdoor, water-related recreational
opportunities in the area were conpl eted, as discussed earlier.
Before drafting a | ong-range plan, however, the discovery of
public goals is necessary. This task requires surveying area
residents, as well as recreation providers, to gather the
i nformation.



In fact, providers of recreational opportunities were
surveyed in developing the inventory of recreational sites and
facilities in the CHP area. The follow ng procedure was used
in conducting the inventory:

1. determ ne the nunmber of public providers of
recreational facilities and services;

2. survey these providers by requesting information on al
wat er - based recreational facilities and services
suppl i ed;

3. conpile a list of facilities and services from al
avai |l abl e sources of information; and

4. conpile a database of all water-based recreational
opportunities in the Charl eston Harbor Project area.

More, the needs assessnent involved a prelimnary survey of
area residents regarding outdoor, water-related recreational
opportunities. The procedure followed in the needs assessnent
was:

1. review existing sources of information which assess the
future needs for public access to outdoor, water-based
recreational opportunities in the Charleston Harbor
Proj ect area.

2. devel op an appropriate survey instrument to address
specific questions not answered in #1 above.

3. adm nister the survey instrunent and enter the
responses into a database for analysis.

4. to prepare a report of the findings fromthe secondary
data search and the survey.

I n adm ni stering the survey questionnaire for the needs
assessnent, several mnor problenms with the instrument were
identified. These problenms were corrected in preparation for
drafting a | ong-range plan, and the questionnaire was
incorporated into this project. The follow ng procedure was
proposed for drafting a | ong-range plan:



1. using the findings of the inventory and the needs
assessnment, devel op appropriate survey instrunments to
adm nister to the providers of recreationa
opportunities and local residents to determ ne, anong
ot her things, the level of usage of water resources in
the area, the avail- ability of public access to the
| ocal water resources for various activities, the
sites and facilities utilized nearby for various
activities, the distance traveled to experience
particul ar water-related recreational activities, and
perceptions of |local water-rel ated recreational
opportunities;

2. devel op guidelines for providing public access to
various water-related recreational activities in the
Charl eston Harbor Project Area based on the results of
t he surveys above and the previous inventory and needs
assessnent; and

3. in consultation with | ocal governments in the area,
propose target areas for the devel opnment of specific
sites and facilities to provide outdoor water-rel ated
recreation.

The Charl eston Harbor Project

Specifically, this inventory and needs assessnent of
out door recreation exam ned the water-related activities and
facilities within the Charl eston Harbor Project area, which is
| ocated within Berkeley, Charleston and Dorchester counties. A
brief description of each county is provided as an overvi ew of
the area, particularly its setting for water-based recreational
opportunities.

In 1990 the nunber of people residing in South Carolina
totaled 3.49 mllion, with approximtely 506,875 (14.5% I|iving
in the Berkel ey-Charl eston-Dorchester (BCD) region. The region
has a total |and area of 2592 square mles. (See Table I.) The
area of study for the Charleston Harbor Project covers just over
1900 square m | es.



TABLE | .

POPULATI ON, LAND AREA, AND DENSI TY OF THE COUNTI ES
I N THE BCD REG ON, 1990
(W TH STATE RANK)

County Popul ation Land Area Densi ty Water Area

(sg. m.) (sg. m) (sg. m.)

Ber kel ey 128,776 (9) 1099.55 (3) 117.1 (15) 129.68

(4)

Char | est on 295,039 (2) 917.42 (7) 321.6 (3) 439.72

(1)

Dor chest er 83, 060 (16) 574.79 (27) 144.5 (11) 1.96

(43)

TOTAL 506, 875 2,591.76 583. 2 571. 36

STATE 3,486, 703 30, 111. 13 115. 8 1896. 00

Source: South Carolina Statistical Abstract.

Charl eston County is the State's nost urban county, having
88% (259,697) of its residents living in an area defined as
urban according to the U. S. Census definition.' Simlarly,
Ber kel ey and Dorchester are significantly nore urban than rural
with 65.1% and 67.4% of their populations classified as urban,
respectively. (See Table I11.)



TABLE 11.

URBAN AND RURAL RESI DENCE OF BCD REG ON
1970, 1980, AND 1990

1970 1980 1990
County

Ur ban Rur al Ur ban Rur al Ur ban Rur al

Ber kel ey 25, 745 30, 454 55, 633 39, 094 83, 896 44,880
Chrlston 202, 654 44,996 242,477 34, 497 259,697 35, 342
Dor chst er 3, 839 28, 437 34,161 24,600 55,970 27,090

TOTAL 232,238 103, 887 332, 271 98, 191 399, 563 107, 312

Source: South Carolina Statistical Abstract.

Experi encing trenendous growth since 1970, Berkeley and
Dorchester have become urban counties only during the past 20
years. Since 1980, they are the second and third fastest
growing counties in the State. (See Table I11.)



TABLE I11.
POPULATI ON OF BERKELEY, CHARLESTON AND DORCHESTER COUNTI ES
1970 - 1990
County 1970 1980 % Change 1990 % Change Sta.
Rank 1970- 80 1980- 90 % Change
Ber kel ey 56, 199 94,727 68.6 128,776 35.9 3

Char |l est on 247, 650 276,974 11.8 295, 039 6.5 24

Dor chest er 32,276 58,761 82.1 83,060 41.4 2
TOTAL 336, 125 430,462 21.9 506,875 15.1
STATE 2,590,713 3,121,820 20.5 3,486,703 11.7

Source: South Carolina Statistical Abstract.

The remarkable growth in the region is expected to continue
into the next century, reaching a total population of 776,500 by
the year 2010. (See Table IV.)

TABLE | V.
POPULATI ON PROQJECTI ONS FOR COUNTIES I N THE BCD REG ON
1970 - 1990
County 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
Ber kel ey 128, 776 152, 500 180, 000 212, 600 252, 800

Charl eston 295, 039 312,000 320, 600 329, 800 339, 400

Dor chest er 83, 060 100,500 122,700 151, 000 184, 300

TOTAL 506, 875 565, 000 623, 300 693, 400 776, 500
STATE 3,486,703 3,741,700 3,976,800 4,218,0004, 486, 700

Source: South Carolina Statistical Abstract.



Characteristics and Trends

The percentage of residents 18 years of age or under is
hi gher in Berkeley and Dorchester than the State's overal
percent age. Berkeley ranks highest in the State regarding this
statistic. Correspondingly, Berkeley and Dorchester have | ow
percent ages of ol der residents, ranking 46th and 45th in the
State, respectively, in the percentage of the population 65
years of age or older. Finally, of the three counties,
Charl eston has the highest percentage of mnority residents with
36.4 percent. (See Table V.)

The rate of unenploynent for each of the three counties is
bel ow the State's total rate of unenploynment. (See Table VI.)

However, the percentage of residents below the poverty |l evel for
each county is greater than 11 percent, with Charleston County

t he hi ghest having 17.3 percent of its residents bel ow the
poverty | evel and exceeding the State's overall percentage of
residents bel ow the poverty |evel at 15.4 percent.? (See Table
Vi)

TABLE V.

SELECTED CHARACTERI STI CS FOR COUNTIES I N THE BCD REG ON
APRI L 1990

County % OF POP. STATE % OF POP. STATE % M NORI TY

STATE UNDER 18 RANK 65 OR OLDER RANK POPULATI ON RANK
Ber kel ey 32. 4 1 5.7 46 27.1 34
Char |l est on 25.0 37 10.1 41 36.4 24
Dor chest er 29. 6 11 7.4 45 25.0 36
STATE 26. 4 11. 4 30.9

Source: South Carolina Statistical Abstract.
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TABLE VI .

LABOR FORCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT DATA FOR COUNTIES IN THE BCD REG ON
1992 ANNUAL AVERAGE

County LABOR STATE UNEMPLOYED STATE UNEMPLOYED
STATE FORCE RANK NUMBER RANK RATE RANK
Ber kel ey 57,710 11 3220 12 5.6 36
Charl eston 146, 240 3 8650 2 5.9 35
Dor chest er 40,060 14 2060 18 5.1 40
STATE 1,772,000 111, 000 6.2

Source: South Carolina Statistical Abstract.

TABLE VI |

POPULATI ON, MEDI AN FAM LY | NCOVE, PER CAPI TA | NCOMVE
AND PERSONS W TH | NCOVE BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL, 1989

County Popul ati on* Medi an Per Capita Nunmber Bel ow Pct.

Famly Inc. Incone Poverty Level Bel ow
Ber kel ey 127,471 $30, 913 $10, 942 15,672 12. 3
Charl eston 279, 595 $31, 374 $13, 068 48, 508 17.3
Dor chest er 81, 126 $34, 209 $11, 884 9, 360 11.5
STATE 3, 368, 125 $30, 797 $11, 897 517, 793 15.4

Source: South Carolina Statistical Abstract.

* Poverty status is determined for all persons except
inmates of institutions, persons in mlitary group quarters
and in college dormtories, and unrelated individuals under
age 15.
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Gover nnent

Wthin the tri-county region, there are 22 incorporated
muni cipalities, with six having 10,000 or nore residents
(Charl eston, 80,414; North Charleston, 70,218; Munt Pleasant,
30, 108; Goose Creek, 24,692; Summerville, 22,519; and, Hanahan,
13,176).% Additionally, the counties are served by their
respective county councils and the BCD Council of Governnents
(COG) .

Ber kel ey
Berkeley is the third | argest county in South Carolina
havi ng nearly 1100 square mles of |land area. It has three

maj or urban communities |ocated within the boundary of
Char |l eston Harbor Project: Goose Creek, Hanahan, and Moncks
Corner. Additionally, the comunities of Bonneau and St.

St ephen border the CHP study area. A part of North Charl eston
is located within the county.

Each of these communities is served by a recreation
departnment or program as listed by the South Carolina
Departnment of Parks, Recreation and Tourism The Berkel ey
County Planning Office and the Santee Cooper Public Service
Aut hority are providers of a |limted range of recreational
opportunities. The providers of recreational facilities and
services in the county are as foll ows:

Bonneau Recreation Depart nment

Ber kel ey County Pl anni ng

Goose Creek Parks & Playground Conmmi ssion
Hanahan Recreati on Depart nment

Moncks Corner Recreation Departnent

North Charl eston Recreation and Parks Depart nent
St. Stephen, Town of

Sant ee Cooper (PSA)

Charl est on

Of the three counties, only Charleston has oceanfront
beaches, with 91 mles fronting the Atlantic Ocean al ong the
barrier islands that parallel its coastline. Sonme of these
barrier islands are the haven for some of the npbst exclusive
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resort and residential communities in the country, including the
| sl e of Pal ms, Kiawah, Seabrook, and Dewees |slands. O hers,
like Sullivans's Island and Folly Beach are established, m ddl e-
class residential comunities. Public access to the beach is
provi ded on all, except Seabrook and Dewees.

In addition, Charleston is a major port for the
sout heastern region of the United States. Prior to the closure
of many U.S. Naval Base facilities in 1994, the Charleston port
served as a mmjor naval installation.

The mpj or urban conmunities in the county include the
cities of Charleston and North Charleston and the Town of Mbunt
Pl easant. Public service districts serve both the heavily-
popul at ed suburban areas "West of the Ashley" (including Janmes
| sland and St. Andrews) and in the northern end (Ladson), and
the | esser popul ated areas in rural Charleston County (Edisto
I sland). There are 12 providers of recreational facilities and
services in the county, and all are |located within the study
area of the Charl eston Harbor Project:

Charl eston County Park & Recreation Conmi ssion
Charl eston, City of -- Departnent of Recreation
Cooper River Park & Playground Conmi ssion
Folly Beach, City of

Hol | ywood, Town of

| sle of Pal ns Recreation Departnent

Meggett, Town of

Mount Pl easant Recreation Departnent

North Charl eston Recreation & Parks Departnent
Ravenel , Town of

St. Andrew s Parish Parks and Pl ayground
Sullivan's Island, Town of

Dor chest er

Sumrerville is the major urban comunity in Dorchester
County. There are four providers of recreational facilities and
services in the county. However, only Sumerville is | ocated
within the study area of the Charl eston Harbor Project. Part of
North Charleston is located in the county, also. The providers
i ncl ude
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Dor chester County
Harl eyvill e Recreation Center
St. George, Town of

Sumerville, Town of

Wat er Resources for Recreational Activities

There are over 130 bodies of water listed for the CHP area,
with nore than two-thirds [ocated in Charleston County. The
maj or bodies of water within the study area include: Ashley
Ri ver, Cooper River, East Branch Cooper River, West Branch
Cooper River, Lake Muwultrie, Stono River, North Edisto River
Wando Ri ver, Charleston Harbor, and the Atlantic Ocean.

Ber kel ey County -- 40 Listings

Wando Ri ver *
Ral st ons Creek
Beresford Creek
Martin's Creek
Cooper River *

Fl ag Creek

G ove Creek
Freshi ng Lead Creek

East Branch Cooper River *
French Quarter Creek
Qui nby Creek

Huger Creek

Negro Field Branch

Ni chol son Creek

Fox Gully Branch
Cook's Creek

Kutz Creek

West Branch Cooper River *
Mepki n Creek

Wadboo Swanp

Stewart Creek

Wadboo Creek
Tai |l race Canal

Lake Moultrie *

Lake Marion *

Di versi on Cana
Cypress Gardens Canal
Back River *

Chi cken Creek

Crane Pond

Long Field Pond



Pri ol eau Creek

Foster Creek

Goose Creek Reservoir *

Goose Creek

Cypress Swanp and all branches (Berkeley) *
Bl ack Creek

Cant on Creek

Partridge Creek

Thonpson Creek

Charl eston County -- 92 Listings

Atlantic Ocean *

Copahee Sound

Bul | yard Sound

Ham i n Sound

Grays Bay Sound

Dewees | nl et

Long Creek

Seven Reaches Creek

Al WV (betw. Goat |Is. and Isle of Pal ns)
Breach Inlet Estuary

Ham i n Creek

Swi nton Creek

I nl et Creek

Conch Creek

AlVWN (from Breach Inlet to Ben Sawyer Bridge)

Char |l est on Har bor *
The Cove

Shem Cr eek

Hor se Creek

Mol asses Creek
Wwando Ri ver *
Hobcaw Cr eek

Rat hal | Creek

Dut chman Creek

Hor | beck Creek
Boone Hal |l Creek
Wagner Creek
Toomer Creek
Darrell Creek

Al st on Creek

Guerin Creek

Sout h Edi sto River
Adanms Run Creek
North Edi sto River *
Toogoodoo Creek
Lower Toogoodoo Creek
Tom Poi nt Creek
Dawhoo Ri ver



VWhoopi ng I sl and Creek
Nort h Creek
Al WV (on Edisto Is.)
Russel Creek

St eamboat Creek
Wadmal aw Ri ver

G bson Creek
Wadmal aw Sound

New Cut

Church Creek
Rant ow es Creek (Charl eston)
Wal | ace Creek

Log Bridge Creek
Mel | champ Creek

M ddl e Creek

Caw Caw Swanp
Caddi n Bridge Swanp
Leadenwah Creek
Adans Creek

Fi ckling Creek

Bohi cket Creek
Store Creek

Ccel l a Creek
Franpton | nl et
Captain Sanms |nlet
Captain Sans Creek
Privat eer Creek

Haul over Creek

Ki awah Ri ver *

Ci nder Creek

Bass Creek

Chaplin Creek
Stono River *
Abbapool a Creek
Folly River *

G een Creek

Col e Creek

King Flats Creek
Robbi ns Creek

Long Island River
Si ster Creeks

Li ght house Creek
Secessionvill e Creek
Sol Legare Creek
Cl ark Sound

OCak |sland Creek
Ashl ey River *
Janmes | sl and Creek
Wappoo Creek/Elliot Cut
Orangegrove Creek
Bul | Creek

Church Creek

15
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Long Creek

Kei vling Creek
Macbet h Creek
Cooper River *
Noi sette Creek

Dorchester -- 12 Listings

Cypress Swanp and all branches (Dorchester)*
Capt ai ns Creek

Runmphs Hi Il Creek

Negro Branch

Ashl ey River and all branches (Dorchester)*
Dor chester Creek

Coosaw Creek

Eagl e Creek

Rant om es Creek (Dorchester)*

Fi shbur ne Creek

Bear Swanp/ Horse Savanna

Edi sto River (Dorchester)*

(The bodies of water marked by the asterisk [*] receive inflow
fromthe bodies of water |isted i mediately foll ow ng them
This list is not considered conprehensive; however, it contains
the bodies of water readily identified on maps used by the

Charl eston Harbor Project and the S.C. Departnent of H ghways &
Public Transportation.)

I nventory of Sites and Facilities

A thorough inventory of outdoor recreation anenities and
activities involving water resources in the region is the first
step in identifying the strengths and weaknesses of public
access and utilization prograns. |In the spring of 1994, a list
of providers of outdoor recreation in the BCD regi on was
conpiled with the assistance of the South Carolina Departnent of
Par ks, Recreation and Tourism (PRT) and the South Carolina
Recreation and Park Association. A total of 24 providers were
identified. (See pages 11-12.)

A letter was sent to each provider |listed asking themto
supply information regardi ng the provision of outdoor, water-
related recreational facilities and services in their
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communities. (See Appendix, Item 1-A and Item 1-B.) A second
letter was sent two weeks later. Only 10 of the 24 responded.
(The towns of St. George and Harleyville in Dorchester County
were contacted despite falling outside the boundary that
del i neates the area of study for the Charl eston Harbor Project.)

In addition, the South Carolina WIldlife and Marine Resources
provi ded information on the public boat |andings in the tri-
county region.

Ot her steps in the process for developing this inventory
i ncluded: (1) locating and review ng existing docunents with
information on sites and facilities for boating and ot her
outdoor water-related recreation in the area; (2) devel oping a
list of these sites and facilities in the area; and (3)
contacting by telephone all sites and facilities identified
above to verify findings. By md-sumer, a prelimnary
inventory had been conpiled fromall identified sources. The
inventory included 194 |istings by Septenber 30, 1994.

The inventory includes information for several variables
whi ch provide a description of each anenity and activity |isted.
Thi s background information is highly valuable in determ ning
the need for new devel opnent in an area or specific inprovenents

to existing facilities. Furthernore, this information wll

facilitate the production of a pronotional brochure which has
been proposed. The inventory data is stored in a dBase IV file.
(The structure of the database |isting each variable is shown
in Appendix 2-A.) As new information is received, the file is
revised and updated. |In addition, sites and facilities that
have a specific address or |ocation have been positioned on 3" x

3.5 map of the Charleston Harbor Project area. (Special

events, tours, cruises and other simlar activities were not

i ndi cated on the map.)

The inventory contains anmong ot her things: 50 boat ranps,
33 city parks, 23 golf courses, 18 marinas, 14 fishing canps, 12
speci al events, six state parks, five county parks, five
canpgrounds, four house and gardens, four wal king tours, three
gardens, two forest preserves, two state agencies, two boat
tours, and one magnificent old oak tree. (See conplete list in
Appendi x 2-B and Appendi x 2-C.)

Further analysis indicates that 125 of the listings are
| ocated in Charleston County, 53 in Berkeley, and 15 in
Dorchester. One listing, the Francis Marion National Forest, is
| ocated in both Berkeley and Charl eston counti es.

There are 117 |istings operated by a public entity, and 73
listings are commercially operated. Three could not be
det er m ned.

Most of the listings are found al ong several mjor bodies
of water. There are 18 listings on the Ashley River, 16 on Lake
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Moul trie, 14 on the Atlantic Ocean, eight on the Cooper River,
seven around Charl eston Harbor, seven on Lake Marion, seven on
the Stono River, five on the Edisto River, four each on the
Folly and Wando Rivers, and three each on Bohicket Creek, Boone
Hal | Creek, Santee River, and Tailrace Canal.

Regarding fees, 84 listings are fee-operated; 57 do not
charge a fee, and 53 are not determ nable. Furthernore, 49
listings provide rental equipnent. Though 26 |isting provide
over ni ght accommodati ons, 103 do not, and the status of 65 are
unknown.

There are 134 listings open year-round. Fishing is all owed
at 43 listings; 83 do not permt fishing at the site, and 68
could not be determ ned. Lastly, wildlife observation occurs at
25 listings; 91 do not have wildlife observation, and 78 have
not been determ ned.

Needs Assessment: Previ ous Studies

Anot her inportant task in devel oping the |Iong-range plan is
assessing the need for enhancing public utilization of all water
resources in the CHP area. To conduct this needs assessnent,
several earlier studies were analyzed. A summary of each
foll ows.

Ber kel ey, Charl eston, Dorchester RORP

The Ber kel ey- Charl est on- Dorchester Council of Governnments
issued in March 1980 its "Regi onal Qutdoor Recreation Plan”
(RORP) as a part of the State Conprehensive Outdoor Recreation
Plan (SCORP). Primarily, the report addressed the need for
certain types of facilities to serve various localities across
the BCD region. The types of facilities needed by any | ocal e
was determ ned by a hierarchy of facilities which was based on
vari ous sizes of devel opnent, including |ocal mni-parks,
nei ghbor hood parks, playing fields, recreation conpl exes, city-
w de parks, district parks. The need for any one of these types
of facilities was established by standards derived from vari ous
factors in a community: population served, |ocation, |and
requi renment, service area, and anenities available. (Single-
purpose facilities, such as boat |andings, were not addressed by
t he standards, and were not included in the hierarchy.)

Though the report was extremely informative by providing an
overview of existing facilities and future requirenments for
facilities in the BCD region, there was little discussion or
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i nformation on specific needs for outdoor, water-based
recreation, such as waterfront parks, creek and river trails,
and fishing and boating areas. In its brief review of water-
based recreation in the region, the follow ng points were mde
whi ch are rel evant today:

1) Water is the region's greatest natural asset, as well
as its greatest potential for recreation devel opnent.

Charl eston's coastal beaches and the Sant ee-Cooper Lakes form a
regi onal conplex of extensive recreation opportunities. Existing
facilities [in 1980] barely tapped the potential.

2) The demands are heavy. There is still a great deal of
coastline left restricted and i naccessible to public use. The
Charl est on beaches are burdened not only with county residents,
but with visitors frominland South Carolina and other states.
The demand is far greater than the supply of facilities
avai |l abl e.

3) At present, Charleston County seens deadl ocked in terns
of shorefront acquisition, but when one considers the pressures,
it is inportant that steps be taken to acquire it when possible.

4) Berkeley County's |akefront is obviously taken to
private uses. Having nearly 52.5 mles of waterfront al ong Lake
Moultrie and 25 mles along Lake Marion, it is significant that
there are no supervised public swinm ng areas. Private
cottages, commercial fish canps, and private recreation areas
have taken over the | akeside. There are several commerci al
beaches near Moncks Corner -- Lion's Beach and White Point
Beach, a commercial establishment with cottages.

5) The regi on abounds wi th navi gabl e wat erways. The
Sant ee- Cooper Lakes and the Ashl ey, Cooper, Edisto, Stono and
Wando Ri vers make boating possible fromthe river nouths far
back into tributary creeks, tidal marshes and forested swanps.
They afford passage through a spectrum of ecol ogical settings.

6) There are numerous boat |andings in the region,
primarily in Charleston and Berkeley Counties. For the nost
part they are evenly distributed along the principal rivers and
cr eeks. Amenities, such as picnicking facilities with shade
trees, are not available at nost. Parking should be increased
at the landing sites, where possible.

7) There is a need for establishnments that rent boating
equi pnment and/ or provide boating services at a reasonabl e cost
to the general public. The rental of equi pnent and the provision
of services for other water-related activities is highly
feasi bl e, such as jetskiing, w ndsurfing, surf fishing,and scuba
di vi ng.

8) There is a need for nore publicly accessi bl e docks and
fishing piers.
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Since the BCD RORP did not utilize its standards for
devel opnent to assess the need for water-based recreational
facilities, that determ nation can be made by ot her nmeans which
specifically address particular uses by various groups. In
devel opi ng the RORP, the demand for certain uses is considered
an inportant elenment in site devel opnment. Furthernore, uses
vary according to the user groups, which include |ocal
residents, county residents from nearby comunities, visitors
from nei ghboring counties, in-state and out-of-state day
trippers, extended stay visitors, and |ong-distance travel ers.
Per haps, forenost anong all considerations in site devel opnent
is the preference of uses of |local residents. After all, they
are arguably the group affected nost by the devel opnent.

A survey questionnaire was adm nistered to residents of the
three counties to determ ne | ocal preferences. Unfortunately,
the response rate was very |ow anong all subgroups of the | ocal
residents, except high school students. Oversanpling of this
group did provide useful information regarding recreation
preferences, though the data was obviously skewed by the
simlarity in interests of nost high school students. There
were 1231 respondents to the survey, which included over 1000
hi gh school students. O 21 activities |isted to determ ne the
respondents present participation (use) and their desire for
participation, six involved outdoor, water-based activities:
boating (sail or power), ocean swi nm ng, |ake or river sw mm ng,
fishing, boat ranps, and marinas; seven nore involved activities
whi ch m ght be | ocated near a body of water, including biking
trails, hiking trails, jogging trails, canping, golf, picnicking
and passive areas. The results are shown in Table VIII. (Pool
swimmng i s not included.)
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TABLE VII1.

RESPONDENTS CI TI NG PARTI Cl PATI ON, AND DESI RE FOR PARTI CI PATI ON
I N VARI OQUS RECREATI ON ACTI VI TI ES, FROM 1980 RORP

Activity* Ber kel ey Charl est on Dor chest er

Use Woul d Use Use Wul d Use Use Woul d Use

Bi king trail 93 185 229 155 54 34
Hi king trail 50 153 78 144 22 31
Jogging trail 76 147 161 113 34 27
Boat i ng 129 83 235 83 44 11
Canpi ng 140 105 227 119 61 28
Gol f 33 64 94 70 23 15
Swim Ccean 152 34 334 19 60 5
Swim Lake

or River 196 37 242 25 80 6
Pi cni cki ng 191 53 327 42 69 15
Fi shi ng 250 42 360 39 87 8
Boat Ranp 64 44 111 39 26 11
Mar i na 22 49 96 57 13 10
Passive Area 83 48 148 33 23 20

Source: Regi onal Outdoor Recreation Plan 1980.

* The conplete list contained 21 different activities.

St at e Conprehensi ve Qut door Recreation Plan (SCORP) 1990State
Conpr ehensi ve Qutdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 1990

Per haps, a nore accurate indication of outdoor recreation
preferences is provided by the "South Carolina State
Conmpr ehensi ve Qutdoor Recreation Plan of 1990." The purpose of
the plan is to: consider outdoor recreation issues relating to
the citizens and visitors of South Carolina, examne the State's
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recreational resources, analyze demand for recreational
opportunities, develop an inplenmentation programto address the
identified needs and issues, and identify issues of national
i mportance. As a part of this plan, a study was conducted to
determ ne the amount of participation in and the preferences for
various recreational activities anong South Carolina residents.
There were 2,045 respondents age 12 and ol der included in the
survey, which was adm nistered primarily by tel ephone to
randomy selected individuals within the State.

The percentages of South Carolina residents who
participated in a list of traditional outdoor and other types of
recreational activities at |east once during the previous 12
nmont hs was conpiled through the survey. There were 43
activities included in the list with 22 invol ving water use or
possi bly having a proximty to water. (A list of these water-
related activities is shown in Table I X, Swimmng in a man- made
pool is not included.)

As shown, wal king for pleasure or exercise is the activity

havi ng the | argest percentage of participants with 80.5 percent.

In fact, over the years that this survey has been adm nistered,
(1979, 1984, and 1990) this activity -- walking for pleasure --
has increased its percentage of participants steadily. O her
activities related to water use or possibly occurring near a
body of water have shown increases as well, including driving
for pleasure and beach swi mm ng. However, others have shown a
decrease in the percentage of respondents participating, such as
| ake/river fishing; and, sonme have fluctuated up and down
bet ween the surveys, |ike picnicking. (See Table X )

Anot her inportant consideration in characterizing
participation in South Carolina is the frequency w th which
i ndividual s participate in the various types of activities. The
need for particular recreational facilities within the State is
dependent on both the percentage of the popul ation that
participates in an activity and the average nunber of tines that
one person participates in a given activity. Wen the nunber of
times a person participates in an activity is considered, the
overall |level of participation is remarkably different fromthe
percent ages shown in Table I X
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TABLE | X.

STATEW DE RECREATI ON PARTI Cl PATI ON 1990
AGE 12 AND OLDER

Per cent age

Activity* Partici pating
Wal ki ng for pleasure or exercise ................... 80.5
Driving for pleasure ........ . .. . . . . .. .. 63. 9
Picnicking . ... ... .. 60. 5
Beach swinmming .......... . ... . 59.3
Visiting historical sites ....... ... ... ... . ... ...... 46. 8
Bicycling ...... . 43. 3
Lake/river fishing ......... .. . . . .. 38.6
Joggi NG/ runNni NG . . ..o 31.5
Motorboating ....... ... . 29.8
Lake swimming ........ ... 29.2
CanmpPi NG . . o 21.2
Guided nature trail ..... ... .. . ... 20.1
Birdwatching ....... .. . . . 18.0
Saltwater fishing ....... ... .. . .. . . . . . . . . . 17.2
HUNt i Ng ... 16. 9
GOl T 15.9
VAL er Skiing ... 14.5
HiKing .. 13.5
Canoei ng, kayaking, rafting ................ ... ..... 6.9
Sai l i Ng .. 5.3
Jetskiing . ... 3.9
Sai l boarding/windsurfing ........... . ... . ... ... ..... 1.7

Source: South Carolina State Conprehensive Qutdoor
Recreation Plan 1990.

* The conplete list contained 43 different activities.

According to the SCORP 1990, several denographic
characteristics affect recreational participation, with age
having the | argest systematic inpact. In general, younger
peopl e participate in recreational activities, with
participation consistently declining across ol der subgroups.
Furthernore, younger people are generally nore likely to
participate in a variety of activities that are nore strenuous
physically. As the State's popul ation continues to age, with
t he medi an age projected to increase from28.1 in 1980 to 36 by
the year 2000, recreation planners nust fully consider the
i mplications.
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TABLE X

STATEW DE RECREATI ON PARTI Cl PATI ON I N 1979, 1984, AND 1990
AGE 18 AND OLDER TOP TEN ACTI VI TI ES COMPARED

Per cent age

Year Partici pating
1979
1. walking for pleasure .......... .. ... ... ... ..... 67.9
2. Picnicking ... ... 65. 2
3. Attending outdoor sporting events ............. 62. 8
4. Driving for pleasure ......... . ... ... . . . ... 58.5
5. Lake/river fishing ......... ... ... ... . ... ... ..., 54.2
6. Visiting historical sites, nuseuns, z00S ...... 52.8
7. Beach swimming ............ .. . ... ... 47.5
8. Pool swmming ....... ... .. ... ... 40. 3
9. Playing ball ... ... .. . . . . . 39.3
10. Lake SWimm ng . ..... .. 39.3
1984
1. walking for pleasure ........ ... . ... . ... ... ..... 70.9
2. Driving for pleasure ...... ... ... . .. . .. . . . . . ... 64.7
3. Beach swimming ............ ... ... 58.4
4. PicniCKING ... 57.1
5. Attendi ng outdoor sporting events ............. 53.1
6. Lake/river fishing ........ ... ... ... . .. .. .. ..., 46. 9
7. Pool swinmming ......... ... . ... 45.0
8. Jogging/running ........ ... 40. 6
9. Visiting historical sites ..................... 40. 6
10. Bicycling ...... .. 38.3
1990
1. walking for pleasure ........ ... . ... ... ... ..... 79.7
2. Driving for pleasure ...... ... ... .. .. . .. . .. . . ... 65. 5
3. Picnicking ..... ... . ... 61.1
4. Attending outdoor sporting events ............. 60. 5
5. Beach swimming ............ ... ... 57.1
6. Visiting historical sites ..................... 53.9
7. Pool swinmming ......... ... . ... 53.7
8. Bicycling ....... ... 37.8
9. Lakel/river fishing ........ ... ... . ... . . . .. ... 37.5
10, VisSiting @ zZ00 .. ... 36.1

Source: South Carolina State Conprehensive Qutdoor
Recreation Pl an 1990.



25

Furthernore, there are significant differences in
recreation participation between nmen and wonen. Men have higher
rates of participation for activities |like hunting, fishing,
canpi ng, notorboating and waterskiing. Wonen are nore |likely
than men to participate in activities such as wal king for
pl easure, picnicking and visiting historical sites.

Significant differences in outdoor recreation participation
are found between bl acks and whites. A higher percentage of
whites than bl acks participate in nost water-related activities,
i ncludi ng beach swi mm ng, notorboating, waterskiing, and
saltwater fishing. Additionally, a higher percentage of whites
t han bl acks participate in other outdoor activities, such as
canpi ng and hi ki ng.

Lastly, famly incone affects outdoor recreation
participation. A greater percentage of individuals fromthe
hi gher famly inconme |evels have significantly nore
opportunities to participate in a variety of activities which
utilize water resources, particularly golfing, canping, and
beach swi mm ng, than individuals fromthe Iower famly incone
| evel s. However, there were no differences across inconme |evels
for several activities utilizing water resources, including
wal ki ng for pleasure, jogging, fishing and hunting.

The respondents' preferences for outdoor recreational
activities has been conpiled, also. Mst of the activities
listed either involve water resources or possibly occur near
some water resource. (See Table XlI.)

The SCORP 1990 included a brief discussion on non-resident
out door recreation participation using information from 1987-88
Qut-of-State Visitors Survey and the 1985-87 Public Area
Recreation Visitors Survey (PARVS) conpiled by SCPRT. In
summary, visitors are nore likely to participate in walking,
beach and | ake swi nm ng, canping, visiting historic sites, and
seeing the State's other sites. Thus, the demand for outdoor
recreation opportunities by visitors is |largely for those
features which make South Carolina unique and an attractive
pl ace to vacation -- its beaches, |akes, rivers, historical
attraction and sceni c areas.
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TABLE XI.

PREFERRED OUTDOOR ACTI VI TIES 1979, 1984 AND 1990*

Recreational Activity 1990 198411979
1. Playing ball ................... 22.6 14. 3 11. 4

(softball, football

basket ball, volleyball, baseball)
2. Walking for pleasure ........... 11.2 4.4 4.4
3. Fishing ....... ... ... .. ... .. .... 10. 3 13.7 14. 3
4., SWiMMING ... 7.6 18.3 14. 3
5. Golf ... . 6. 4 5.2 3.5
6. Tennis ......... ... ... ... 5.2 5.4 9.2
7. @Grdening ......... . ... . . . ... ... 4.5 3.8 5.8
8. Hunting ............. ... .. ..... 4.2 2.0 3.3
9. Mdtorboating ................... 4.1 3.5 2.9
10, Canping . ......o i, 3.8 7.8 8.7
11. Bicycling ...................... 2.1 0.9 1.3
12, HKing ....... .. . 1.5 * *
13, Jogging ........ 1.5 * *
14. Picnicking ..................... 1.3 3.3 4.4
15. Horseback riding ............... 1.2 1.3 0.8
16. Waterskiing .................... 1.1 2.3 2.1
17. Ohers ....... ... 11. 4 5.0 *

Source: South Carolina State Conprehensive Qutdoor
Recreation
Pllan 1990.

* Conparabl e informati on not avail abl e.

! The data presented for this question in the 1984
report do not sumto 100% One possible reason for this
is that those who responded "don't know' or said they had
no preference were included in the cal cul ati ons, but not
reported in the results.
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Finally, outdoor recreation issues in South Carolina were
identified through various nethods and prioritized as foll ows:

1) Increased protection of natural resources (beaches,
rivers, wetlands, etc.)

2) Continue to provide a variety of neighborhood,
community, state, and national recreation areas.

3) Inprovenents to existing recreational facilities.

4) More public recreational access to beaches, rivers, and
| akes.

5) More recreational trails for hiking, biking, canoeing,
or nature study.

6) A state system of scenic highways with [imted
devel opnent and natural views.

7) More parks and open space in urban areas, such as al ong
river corridors.

Addi tional issues were identified but not prioritized as
fol |l ows:

-- More funding/grants for planning, acquisition, and
devel opnment .

-- More funding for operation, mintenance and
rehabilitation.

-- Acquisition/preservation of critical wildlife and
fisheries habitat of sufficient size to provide for adequate
managenent into the future.

-- Acquisition, preservation, and protection of endangered
and significant cultural and historic resources.

-- Public environmental and cultural education, including
resource managenent and interpretation

-- Overall clean environnment: air water, groundwater, etc.

-- Conflicting trail uses of off-road vehicles (trucks, 3-
or 4-wheelers, notorcycles, etc.) bicycles, horseback riders,
and hi kers.

-- Set aside open areas and greenspaces for the future.

-- Cost free recreation areas.
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-- Barrier-free facilities and prograns for the
handi capped.

-- More recreation prograns for teenagers/sunmer youth
progr ans.

-- Rural recreation planning.

-- Regional recreation planning and coordi nati on.

-- The activities npost expected to increase in
participation or demand before the end of the century
(according to recreation providers and others represented in the

study) include: wal king, bicycling, guided nature wal ks, golf,
fishing, canoeing/kayaking/rafting, and gui ded adventure trips.

Long- Range Pl anni ng Study for Charl eston County

A needs assessnent study for the Parks and Recreation
Comm ssi on (PRC) of Charleston County was conducted in 1991
using a survey questionnaire admnistered to adult residents
l[iving in the county. The questionnaire was specifically
desi gned for this needs assessnent and incorporated questions
focusing on residents' soci o-econom c characteristics,
participation in selected recreational activities, use of area
park facilities, opinions about the m ssion of the PRC, |evel of
support for 19 devel opnent options, and willingness to travel to
participate in various activities. Further, questions were
asked to determ ne the best method(s) to reach residents with
pronotional material and to determ ne their degree of agreenent
with 12 policy-related statements. A random sanple of 2,550
residents received the questionnaire via first class mail; there
were only 571 conpl eted and returned.

The results of the survey |led the researchers to concl ude
that county residents "deci dedly associate the PRC with the
m ssion of protecting the county's natural resource base and
provi di ng passi ve outdoor recreational activities." Further,
with about three-fifths of the residents supporting the
preservation m ssion over recreation, the researchers concl uded
that "the PRC nust retain its mssion to be oriented toward its
natural resource base and provide recreational anenities in a
form and fashion consistent with those resources.”

In the study, residents' preferences for park and
recreati on devel opnents were ranked by their |evel of support
with beach access, trails, picnic areas and nature centers
enmerging as the highest priorities. (See Table Xl1.)

Simlarly, respondents showed a reasonably strong willingness to
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travel further distances to participate in activities associ ated
with their use. (See Table XIll1.) Overall, there was generally
strong support for anenities that were water-based, including
beach access, fishing, piers and water parks. Devel opnents

| east supported by the respondents were RV canping,
meeti ng/ convention facilities and golf.

TABLE Xl |

ATTI TUDES OF CHARLESTON COUNTY RESI DENTS
TOMRD VARI OQUS OPTI ONS FOR RECREATI ON DEVELOPMENT

Opti on Per cent age

Strongly Agree Neutral / D sagree Strongly

Agr ee No Opi ni on Di sagr ee
Ocean Pier 39.4 30. 4 24. 2 3.6 4.9
Gol f Cour se 18. 2 19. 4 38.2 11.7 12.5
Hi ke/ Bi ke Trail 40.1 42.5 14. 1 1.3 2.0
Pi cnic Shelter 37.9 42. 7 17.0 1.8 0.6
Beach Access 55.1 30.3 11. 3 2.4 0.9
Nat ure Cent er 34.9 47.0 16.5 1.3 0.4
Rental Cottages 27.6 33.4 29.6 5.8 3.6
Wat er Par k 38.1 32.6 22. 4 4.6 2.4
Sceni ¢ Vi st as 33.1 39.6 21.9 4.1 1.3
Bot ani cal Garden 26. 4 41. 4 26. 2 4.2 1.8
Boat Launches 39.0 26.0 28. 4 5.1 1.5
Tent Canpi ng 22.3 33.3 38.5 4.6 1.3
Qut door Progranms 33.2 46. 2 19.2 0.9 0.5
Mar i nas 17.7 26.0 39.5 9.8 7.0
Meeting Facility 15.4 21. 4 44.7 11. 4 7.1
RV Canpi ng 11.1 24. 8 47.0 8.9 8.3
Equestrian Park 14.0 24.3 47. 4 7.5 6.7
Pi cnic Areas 37.5 45, 2 15.0 1.6 0.7
Anmphi t heat er 23. 4 33.9 34.1 5.5 3.0

Source: Charl eston County P.R C.

Respondents indicated their attendance at county parks was
noderate, with at |east one visit by a famly nmenber to Folly
Beach, James Island or Palnetto Islands parks during the
previ ous year. Beachwal ker Park, however, had nore than 70
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percent report no visitation. Unsurprisingly, comunity parks
were reported as receiving very frequent use. Relatively few
respondents reported visiting the Francis Marion National Forest
during the year, though over one-third did report a visit by a
menber of the household. (See Table XIV.) On the basis of
househol ds, the two nost popul ar recreational activities were
wal king for pleasure and attending festivals and special events.
(See Table XV.)

TABLE XI |1

ATTI TUDES OF CHARLESTON COUNTY RESI DENTS
TOMRD W LLI NGNESS TO TRAVEL FOR VARI QUS RECREATI ONAL ACTI VI Tl ES

Activity Per cent age
or
Amenity 1 Mle 2 -5 6 - 10 11 - 20 Over 20
or |ess M I es M I es M I es M I es
Fi shi ng 12.0 15.6 32.7 28. 7 11.0
Gol fing 34.5 13.9 23. 4 18. 2 10.0
Hi ki ng/ Bi ki ng 11.4 30.8 31.6 18.5 7.7
Pi cni ¢ Shelter 7.4 22. 3 36.1 24. 3 9.9
Beach Visit 4.9 12. 8 27.5 34.2 20. 4
Nat ure Center 4.2 15.5 32.3 28. 6 19.4
Rental Cottages 8.8 7.9 18.9 23.9 40. 6
Wat er Par k 9.3 12. 7 28.3 30. 4 19. 2
Sceni ¢ Vi st as 8.6 16. 1 23.0 25.7 26. 6
Bot ani cal Garden 7.3 15. 4 27.0 26.1 24. 3
Boat Launches 15.2 14. 6 27.3 25. 4 17.5
Tent Canpi ng 13. 4 10. 3 22.3 23. 4 30.6
Qut door Progranms 7.4 18.1 37.0 21.3 16.1
Mar i nas 20.0 17.0 29.3 20. 2 13.5
Meeting Facility 20.8 18. 6 32.0 18.9 9.7
RV Canpi ng 23.9 9.0 23.9 18. 7 24. 6
Equestrian Park 22.7 13.0 28. 3 23.9 12. 1
Pi cnic Areas 6.8 19. 3 34.4 24. 1 15. 3
Anmphi t heat er 12. 4 13.5 30.9 27.6 15.7

Source: Charleston County P.R C.
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TABLE XI V.

ATTENDANCE BY A HOUSEHOLD MEMBER
TO PARKS | N CHARLESTON COUNTY AREA

Par k Per cent age
Never Once 2-5 5-10 More than 10
vVisits vVisits vVisits
Folly Beach 45. 4 20.0 24.5 5.3 4.9
James Island 49.2 22.1 21.0 3.8 4.0
Palnetto Isl. 42.1 23.1 24. 7 4.2 6.0
Beachwal ker 73. 4 13.3 7.8 3.1 2.4
Nat . For est 61.5 16.9 14. 2 3.4 4.0
Char | est owne
Landi ng 31.5 27.7 25.0 9.2 6.7
Comruni ty 19.9 9.1 39.6 12. 4 19.0
Wat er Par k
or Pool 32.5 14. 4 31.0 10.5 11.6
Source: Charleston County P.R C.
TABLE XV.
RECREATI ON PARTI Cl PATI ON | N CHARLESTON COUNTY
Activity Per cent age
Never Once 2-5 5-10 More than 10
times times times
Wal ked/ Hi ked 17.8 6.5 27.1 14. 6 34.0
Fi shed/ Crabbed 35.6 9.5 23.1 10. 6 21.1
Festival/ Event 18.5 17.9 44.0 10.5 9.1
Bi r dwat chi ng 23.7 9.9 24.3 11.0 31.2
Canoei ng 56. 3 16.5 20.5 3.8 2.9

Source: Charl eston County P.R C.
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In identifying constraints to participating in recreational
opportunities offered by the PRC, respondents primarily cited
two reasons: unawareness of a facility's location and the
i nconveni ence of a facility's |ocation. The awareness factor
varied greatly anong sites with Folly Beach Park having the
hi ghest | evel of recognition and Beachwal ker Park having the
| owest. (See Table XVi.)

TABLE XVI .
CONSTRAI NTS TO VI SI TATI ON OF PARKS | N CHARLESTON COUNTY

Par k Per cent age
Di d Not Not Unawar e No No Trans- O her
Know Conveni ent of | nt er est portation

Location Activity

Folly Beach 14.9 29.9 21.5 22.6 3.1 8.0
Janmes Island 31.5 25. 7 23.6 8.6 3.1 7.5
Pal netto Isl. 25.7 36.1 15. 3 11.2 4.0 7.6
Beachwal ker 53.2 19.6 10.9 10. 3 2.1 3.9

Source: Charleston County P.R C.

From t he analysis of this survey, over twenty
recommendati ons were offered by the research firmto the
Charl eston County PRC. The follow ng recomendati ons possibly
have inplications for outdoor water-related recreational
opportunities in the BCD region:

1) Retain the m ssion of protecting the county's natural
resources.

2) Develop a separate pronotional strategy to commrunicate
to residents how the resource base is being managed.

3) Capitalize on the theme of eco-tourism

4) Devel op a nature center
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5) Provide conveni ent and secure boat |aunching sites for
the county's nunerous boaters who trailer their
vessel s.

6) Further exam ne the feasibility of devel oping a golf
conplex [for public use].

7) Pursue devel opnent of a fishing pier.
8) Expand and/or upgrade picnic facilities.

9) Include an expanded trail systemin all devel opnent
strat egies.

10) Special events should be expanded for both residents
and visitors.

11) The P.R C. staff should expand into the program area of
natural and cultural resource interpretation

12) More efforts should be directed toward providing
recreation prograns and anenities in parks, particularly for
ol der adults.

13) Expand pronmotional efforts to better reach and inform
younger adults about the P.R C., its facilities and prograns.

14) Assess the role of tourist participation in P.R C
activities, and study this group.

Sunmary

Taken together, these three studies are very helpful in
establishing a starting point for assessing the need for water-
related recreational opportunities in the BCD region. Though
the focus of each study involved nore than the singular issue of
out door water-related recreation, it is clear that the region's
econom ¢ and social sustainability revolves around its water
resources. Water is the region's dom nant feature;
unquestionably, it is its nost inportant resource for a
mul ti tude of reasons.

Further, these studies indicate that in the next few years
the region will experience tremendous growth. This growth wll
increase the demand anong conpetitive interests to use the
region's water resources. As always, one of its primry uses

wi Il be recreational activities. Current planning efforts nust
bal ance the dynam cs of econom c and social growth with the
static requirenents of the natural environnment. O herw se, many

uses will becone | ess productive or |ess enjoyable as the
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resource i s degraded beyond i nmedi ate repair. Therefore,
recreati on devel opnent nust be a part of the solution for
successful resource managenent, not a part of the problem

One inportant consideration in devel opi ng outdoor water-
related recreational opportunities for the region is finding the
means to evenly distribute access and utilization to all
residents within various soci oeconom ¢ groups. Attenpting to
achi eve this goal could reap huge dividends above the initial
i nvestnent, as new and ol d user groups beconme partners in
mai ntaining the integrity and productiveness of the region's
coastal waters ecosystem It is truly a proposition the region
and State cannot afford to dism ss. Specifically, these studies
point to the need for anenities and activities that would
facilitate public access and utilization, including fishing
pi ers, picnicking areas, open spaces, trails, educationa
programm ng, and special events. Even nore, the studies
indicate a need to renove the barriers to participation
particularly inpedi ments created by soci oeconom c differences.

Survey of BCD Residents

To di scover the public goals regarding water-related
recreation, residents in the BCD region were surveyed. This
survey was adm ni stered by tel ephone to a systematically-drawn
sanple of residents listed in the G eater Charleston tel ephone
directory (which covers the three county area). All calls were
made on Monday t hrough Thursday between 5:00 - 7:30 p.m from
Oct ober 25 to Decenber 7, 1995. There were over 1400 calls
attenpted with 976 answered. However, only 401 (41% of those
answering responded to the questionnaire. (See Appendix, ltem
3-A)

Addi tionally, the survey instrument was adapted for mail
di stribution by adding the proper instructions to each question
to all ow respondents to self-adm nister the questionnaire. In
early November 1995, 572 questionnaires were nailed to residents
in the tri-county area (with a self-addressed and stanped return
envel ope encl osed). The addresses for the sanple were
systematically selected froma tel ephone directory database of
the Greater Charleston area. The database is accessible through
the Clenmson University library. There were 94 surveys returned,
with 91 useable. For both surveys, the intervi ewees were not
identifiable by their responses. (See Appendix, Item 3-A and 4-
A)
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Tel ephone Survey

Denographically, in the tel ephone survey there were 73
(18.39% respondents from Berkeley County, 282 (70.6% from
Charl eston County, and only 41 (10.3% from Dorchester County.
No county was identified on five questionnaires. Mle
respondents totaled 170 (42.4% with females totaling 231
(57.699. The average age of the respondents was 42.7 years old,
with the node 45 years old (17 respondents). Further, there was
an average of 2.9 persons per household, with a node of 2
persons per household (150 responses).

Question 1: When did vou last participate in a recreational
activity that either involved a body of water or was near a body

of water in Berkeley, Charleston, or Dorchester counties?

In responding to the first question (#1), on the average
nost respondents had participated in a recreational activity
involving a | ocal body of water within the past 358 days. (All
time estimations by respondents were converted to days for
consistency in calculations.) Alnost one-fourth of the
respondents had participated in an activity within the past week
with 93 (23.3% indicating 1-7 days. In fact, 20 respondents
(9.0% indicated only one day. There were 193 respondents
(48.49% who participated in a recreational activity involving a
| ocal body of water within the past 30 days, and 260 (65.2% who
participated in such an activity in the past three nonths.

Question 2: What is the nane of the body of water?

In the second question (#2), the body of water cited nost
often was the Atlantic Ocean, with 142 respondents (35.4%
i ndicating that body of water. Charleston Harbor was cited by 41
respondents (10.2%, the Ashley River by 27 (6.7%, the Cooper
River by 21 (5.2%, Stono River by 17 (4.2%, Lake Moultrie by
10 (2.5%, Lake Marion by 10 (2.5% . No other body of water was
cited by nore than eight respondents. 1In all 43 different
bodi es of water were nanmed. Surprisingly, at least fifty
respondents could not identify the body of water by its correct
name; sonme attenpted to identify the body of water by nam ng a
| ocation near it.

Question 3: In which county is it |located?

This inability to identify the body of water carried over
to the next question (#3). There were 42 respondents who coul d
not identify the county for the body of water used. However,
301 (75% stated that the body of water was |located in
Charl eston County, 46 (11.5% identified Berkeley County, and
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eight (2.09% identified Dorchester.

Question 4: What was the activity?

I n question #4, the respondents were asked to identify the
recreational activity which led to using the body of water. The
activity cited nost often was fishing with 67 (16.7% providing
this response. Swimmng followed cl osely behind having 59
responses (14.79% . Walking for pleasure or exercise was cited
by 56 respondents (14.0%; boating by 48 (12.0%; and sone form
of shellfish harvesting (crabbing, shrinping, etc.) by 33
(8.29%; Sinply enjoying the beach was sufficient activity for 14
respondents (3.5%; picnicking, 10 (2.5%; sailing, 9 (4.7%;
skiing, 7 (1.79%; and canoeing, running, and surfing, 4 (1.0%
each. Three each cited canping, concerts, cruises, or a special
event, while jetskiing, kayaking or visiting the area was cited
by two each. Altogether, over 40 different activities were
cited.

Question 5: How often do you participate in a recreational
activity that either involves a body of water or occurs near a
body of water in the counties of Berkeley., Charleston, or

Dor chester?

Question #5 asked the respondents to identify their |evel
of participation in outdoor recreation involving water-rel ated
activities. There were 134 respondents (33.4% who stated they
frequently participated in such activity; 123 (30.7% stated
they occasionally participated; 99 (24.7% clainmed they rarely
participated in this type of activity; and, 45 (11.2% stated
t hey never participated in outdoor water-related activities.

Question 6: Do you participate in any of the foll ow ng
recreational activities using a body of water in the tri-county
area? (A list of activities is read to the respondent who
answers "yes" or "no."

Wth question #6, the respondents were asked to identify
their involvenent with specific water-related activities. Both
wal ki ng or jogging on the beach and visiting a historic
pl antati on or garden received the nost affirmative answers from
respondents with 269 (67.3% each. Followi ng closely, beach
swi nm ng was indicated by 246 (61.3% respondents, and
si ght seei ng/ nature observation was indicated by 239 (59.7%.
The activities and the nunber of respondents identifying each
are listed in Table XVII. In many aspects, this list is quite
simlar to the list of activities identified through the
statew de survey of outdoor recreation participation shown in
Table I X. Perhaps, the fewdissimlarities are attributable to
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the focus on water-related activities in this survey and the
general influence of the water resources of the BCD region on
the area's outdoor recreational opportunities.

Ouestion /. Have you ever participated in a recreational
activity involving a wetland, swanp or marsh in the tri-county
area?

Thirty-five percent (35% of the respondents (140) stated
they had utilized a wetland resource in a recreational activity.
Over one-third (52) had wal ked or hiked through a wetland area
for exercise, nature observation, educational purpose or
envi ronment al cl eanup. Sixteen hunted in these areas, and
twenty-five fished, shellfished there. Finally, canoeing was
identified by at | east ten respondents.

CUespion 8: Have vou ever experience any problens when trving to
utilize these natural_ayeas -- the waters or wetlands -- for
your recreational activities?

Only 72 (18% stated they encountered a problem attenpting
to recreate in these areas. Lack of access and crowding were a
recurrent theme in the conplaints. (See Appendix 3-B.)

Question 9: Wuld vou like to offer any comments to include in
this survey regarding the availability of recreational
activities or facilities near the creeks, rivers, |akes, or
ocean in the tri-county area?

Simlar to the preceding question, access difficulties were
identified in question #9. On one hand, several respondents
identified the need to keep the public areas and waters cl ean,
whi |l e others conpl ai ned about the mai ntenance problens found at
sonme sites. On the other hand, sonme respondents offered
encour agi ng conments regarding the availability of access
poi nts, the good mai ntenance of facilities, and the dedicated
peopl e who managed the recreational sites. In all, 120 (30%
respondents offered comments to this question. (See Appendix 3-
C.)
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TABLE XVI |

RECREATI ON PARTI CI PATION I N THE BCD REG ON
FALL 1995 TELEPHONE SURVEY

Jetskiing ........ ... 56 ...... 14.
Sailing ... 52 ...... 13.

Activity Responses Per cent age
Wal ki ng or jogging on the beach .......... 269 ...... 67.3
Visiting a historic plantation/garden .... 269 ...... 67.3
Beach swmming ........... ... . ... ... ...... 246 ... ... 61.5
Si ght seei ng/ nature observation ........... 239 ...... 59.7
Fishing in a |lake or river ............... 218 ... .. 54.5
Mot or boating on a | ake or river .......... 202 ...... 50.4
Cruises in the Harbor or on a river ...... 195 . ..... 48. 7
Wal ki ng or jogging near a river/lake ..... 189 ...... 47. 2
Picni cking along the shore ............... 180 ...... 45.0
Shel I fishing (shrinmp, crabs, oysters) .... 157 ...... 39.2
Lake or river swwmmng ................... 131 ...... 32.7
Waterskiing ......... ... 105 ...... 26.1
Canping near a lake or river ............. 103 ...... 25.7
Bicycling along the shore ................ 89 ...... 22.2
Surf fishing ........ ... . .. . . . . . .. . . . .. 80 ...... 20.0
Canpi ng near the ocean ................... 71 ... ... 17.7
Canoeing, rafting, kayaking .............. 64 ...... 16.0

0
0
4
.2
.0
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GOl fing ... 3 ... 0.7

Hunting ........ ... 2 ... 0.5

Ot her ... e 29 ...... 7.2
N = 401

Sunmary

Two of the nore popular activities involve a resource
| ocated only in Charleston County, wal king al ong the beach and
beach swimm ng. Not surprisingly, the lack of public access and
crowdi ng were the problens identified nost often.

Survey of OQutdoor Recreation Providers

A list of outdoor recreation providers in the BCD region
was conpiled prior to devel oping the inventory of site and
facilities, as discussed earlier. A total of 24 providers were
identified. (See Appendix, Item5-A) (The towns of St. Ceorge
and Harleyville in Dorchester County were contacted despite
falling outside the boundary of the CHP area, but they did not
return the questionnaire. |In addition, the South Carolina
W Ildlife and Mari ne Resources Division was included because it
provided information for the inventory on the public boat
[ andings in the tri-county region.)

In Septenber, a letter was sent to each provider asking
themto verify the informati on about each site and facility in
their service area as listed in the inventory. (See Appendi X,
Item 5-B.) Additionally, the providers were asked to respond to
a survey questionnaire enclosed. (See Appendix, Item5-C.) A
second |l etter and questionnaire was sent in md-QOctober to any
provi der who had not responded at that point. Eventually, 14 of
the 24 responded, with 13 returning a conpl eted questionnaire.

A summary of the responses foll ows:

1. The Charl eston Harbor Project recently conpiled a list of
sites and facilities used for outdoor water-related recreational

activities. Pl ease review the list and make any additions or
del eti ons as needed. G ve a brief explanation for any deletion
i ndi cat ed.

Each respondent nmade m nor changes to the information in
the inventory for various sites and facilities within their
servi ce area.
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2. Have vou assessed the condition of these sites and
facilities in the past five yvears? |If ves, please give the
approxi nate date.

Ni ne respondents indicated that an inspection to assess the
condition of the sites and facilities occurred within the
past year, and two indicated within the past 3-5 years.

One indicated that no inspection had occurred and anot her
di d not under st and t he question.

3. Which of these sites or facilities need i medi ate repair or
i nprovenent ?

Si x respondents indicated specific boat |andings that
needed repairing in their service area, and two of those
Si X pointed out the limted parking at the sites. One
respondent di scussed the repairs needed in park areas, in
particul ar the costs associated with these repairs. Two
respondents said that no repairs were need at the sites,
and two other said that the repairs needed were unknown.
Finally, one respondent said that repairs were handl ed when
needed, and one other said that either |ocal governnent,
state governnment or private entities effectuated all
repairs.

4. Are there plans to expand or inmprove any of these sites?
If ves, what is the date for conpleting the work at each
site?

Seven of the providers indicated that plans have been nade
to expand or inprove the sites (relative to the responses
to guestion 3 above). In fact, Charleston County PRC

provi ded a prioritized list for repairs and inprovenents
to county boat | andi ngs for a five-year period, with
cost projections for each site. This list from Charl eston
County PRC included plans to repair boat | andi ngs indicated
by the SC Departnment of Natural Resources and the Town of
Folly Beach on their questionnaires. The other four having
pl ans for repairs involved park areas with anmenities.

Three ot her respondents indicated they did not know of any
pl ans, but they did not indicate any sites or facilities wthin
their service area which needed repairing in question 33 above.

Last, three respondents stated that no plans have been made,
and they did not list any site or facility needing repair in
guestion 3.
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5. Is there a need to build or develop new sites and
facilities in you area? |If so, why (i.e.., population growth in
the area, increased use by tourists, general overuse, or other
factors)?

Ei ght of the respondents stated that there is a need to
build or develop new sites and facilities, with five of the
ei ght gi ving popul ati on growth or overuse as the reason.
Three respondents stated that expansion or new construction is
determ ned by other parties, and two did not respond to the
guesti on.

Has any information been gathered to deternm ne the need for
new sites and facilities? Please identify the source of the
i nformati on.

Four responded that information had been gat hered and
i ndicated the source of the information. Two others responded
that some information had been gathered, but they did not
identify the source. Another two stated that no information had
been gat hered, though one had clained earlier a need for new
canpgrounds on the Berkeley County side of Lake Moultrie. One
respondent indicated that other agencies were nore appropriate
for answering the question. Finally, four did not respond to
the question at all.

6. Have plans been nade to build or develop new sites or
facilities in the area? 1f so, where?

Four responded that new sites and facilities are planned
and specified the | ocations. One other indicated that

Char | est on County should answer the question, and
anot her respondent did not know. Five indicated there were
no plans to build or devel op new sites and facilities.

Two di d not respond.

7. Wuld a current study be hel pful regarding the need for
outdoor water-related recreational opportunities in the area?

Seven responded with "yes" only, and one other wote only
"possibly." Another indicated that Charl eston County was
addressing the situation, and one responded that sone

resi dents needed i nformati on because they wanted a
conmmunity pool. Two failed to respond to the question,
and only one indicated that a study woul d not be hel pful
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Sunmary

Overall, there appeared to be a legitimte interest anong
the providers in inproving the quality of outdoor, water-related
recreational opportunities. However, the depth of each
respondent's interest is relative to the amunt of
responsibility for the issue each perceived. Clearly, those
havi ng a greater degree of involvement with recreation
devel opment perceived the need to inprove existing sites and
facilities, find new areas for devel opnent, and identify
i nformational and financial resources.

An inportant consideration derived fromthis survey is the
absence of a county sponsored recreation programin both
Ber kel ey and Dorchester counties, which has hanpered the
devel opment of outdoor recreation in areas outside of city-owned
or state-held lands. Furthernore, the several small communities
in the rural areas of these counties cannot afford such
devel opnment .

Concl usi ons and Recommendati ons

From devel opi ng an inventory, review ng previous studies,
and adm nistering a survey questionnaire, it seens that the
maj ority of residents in the BCD region are satisfied with the
availability of water-related recreation opportunities in their
area. However, the |level of satisfaction my becone tenuous,
particularly with the region's steady growth in popul ati on which
eventually will lead to overstressed recreational resources and
facilities. Discontent anong user groups is sure to follow. It
is inmportant, therefore, to address the potential conflicts in
advance.

Sone argue that with the closure of the Charleston Naval
Base and the possible closure of other mlitary-rel ated
facilities, there will be a net |oss of people fromthe area.
Al ready, the closure has neant the | oss of over 22,000 well -
paying jobs. Such shrinkage in the enploynent base can
expectedly lead to economic mgrations fromthe area.

Current statistics on the Charleston econony show that the
area is surviving very well without the mlitary dollars.
Exi sting industries like tourism have prospered in recent
nmont hs; new i ndustries have |ocated in the region; and, various
federal econom c stinulus packages -- for areas |ike Charleston
suffering the loss of mlitary installations -- have provided
fodder for the region to winter what is hoped only a brief |apse
into an econom ¢ dol druns.
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Regardl ess of econom c fluctuations, the BCD regi on nmust
expect growth, and with that, an increased demand for vari ous
outdoor, water-related recreational facilities and services.
Forenmpost, current planning efforts nust ensure the stability and
vitality of the natural resource base. O herw se, all uses wl
beconme | ess productive or |ess enjoyable as the resource is
degraded beyond i medi ate repair. Therefore, recreation
devel opnent nust incorporate strategies of preservation and
conservation to achi eve success in managi ng the highly-val ued
wat er resources.

Coupled with neasures to protect the resource base, steps
must be taken to evenly distribute access and utilization to all
resi dents across various soci oeconom ¢ groups. Indeed, that is
a tall order, but unavoidable if preservation and conservation
efforts are given any hope for success. All user groups nust
beconme partners in maintaining the integrity and productiveness
of the region's coastal waters ecosystem It is truly a
proposition the region and State cannot afford to dism ss.
Specifically, this study points to the need to devel op anenities
and activities that facilitate public access and utilizati on,
such as fishing piers, picnicking areas, open spaces, trails,
educati onal progranm ng, and special events. Even nore, the
study indicates a need to renove the barriers to participation
particularly inpedinments created by soci oeconom c disparities.

Opportunities to initiate such an effort are readily
available in |l ess dense or underutilized areas, such as the area
of Dorchester County outside the Summerville corridor, the area
of western Charleston County starting at the Edisto River and
nmovi ng east, and the area of Berkel ey County northeast of
Hi ghway 1-26 to the Francis Marion National Forest. There
appears to be a significant ampbunt of untanpered areas, with
wet | ands and creeks, that beg for limted usage. Additionally,
as the incorporated areas of towns and cities expand, such as
Charl eston's annexation of Daniel Island and the Cai nhoy
Pl antation tract along the Wando River, there nust be a
comm tnment by the nmunicipalities to provide public access to
near by water resources for recreational purposes. This can be
acconplished by several neans, including dedication by
devel opers, |and swaps or fee sinple purchase.

While the study calls for further devel opment of
recreational opportunities in the BCD region, those activities
whi ch do not require resources that are located solely in
Charl eston County, such as the beach, should be devel oped away
fromthe Greater Charleston area. There are nunerous water-
related activities that the resources of the CHP area support.
The prevention of both conflict between user groups and the
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degradati on or depletion of the resource supply is inperative.

To uncover these areas and determ ne the activities,
facilities, and services required to develop them for public and
private recreational opportunities, two i medi ate steps are
needed: 1) cl ose exam nation and di scussion of this report by a
focus group conposed of experts, local officials, area
residents, and other interested parties to devel op
recomendati ons and a plan of action for water-rel ated
recreation devel opnent, including the identification of specific
sites, sources of funding, and a schedule for inplenentation; 2)
the el evation of recreation devel opnent, particularly outdoor
wat er-rel at ed uses, anong the priorities of decision nmakers in
the CHP area.

1... By Census definition, the urban population is conposed
of persons living in densely popul ated areas and in places of
2,500 or nore outside urbanized areas. All persons living
out si de urbani zed areas of less than 2,500 or in the open
countryside are classified as rural. Source: South Carolina
Statistical Abstract.

2... Poverty statistics are based on a definition originated
by the Social Security Adm nistration in 1964 and subsequently
nodi fi ed by Federal interagency conmttees in 1969 and 1980.
Poverty thresholds are revised annually to allow for changes
in the cost of living as reflected in the Consuner Price

| ndex. The average poverty threshold for a famly of four
persons was $7,412 in 1979 and $12,674 in 1989.

3... South Carolina Budget and Control Board. South Carolina
Statistical Abstract 1994.
Since data for 12-17 year olds were not available for
1979, these conparisons were made of 18 years of age or
older. The differences in preferences across years
reported here are likely due in part to the

different tines of year in which these surveys were
conducted. The 1979 and 1984 surveys were conducted
in the sumrer, while inter- viewi ng for the 1990 survey

occurred in |ate October and early Novenber.
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Appendi x*
3-A Survey questionnaire admnistered to BCD residents
*Remai ni ng Appendi ces avail abl e upon request from SC DHEC- OCRM
1362 McM Il an Ave., Suite 400, Charleston, SC 29405
1-A Letter to recreation providers in the BCD region
1-B Followup letter to recreation providers
2-A Structure of inventory database file
2-B List of all inventory entries

2-C Conpl ete database file of the inventory

3-B Problens cited by respondents to the survey questionnaire

3-C Comments offered by respondents to the survey
guestionnaire
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Appendi x 3-A

Survey questionnaire adm nistered to BCD residents
Survey of Recreation Providers
1. TheCharleston Harbor Project recently compiled a list of sitesand facilities used for outdoor

water-related recreational activities. Pleasereview thelist and make any additions or deletiions
asneeded. Giveabrief explanation for any deletion indicated.

2. Have you assessed the condition of these sites and and facilitiesin the past fiveyears? If

yes, approximate date.

3. Which of these sites or facilities need immediaterepair or improvement?

4. Arethere plansto expand or improve any of these sites?
If yes, what isthe date for completing the work at each site?

5. Isthereaneed to build or develop new sitesand facilitiesin you area? If so, why (i.e,
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population growth in the area, increased use by tourists, general overuse, or other factors)?

Has any information been gathered to determine the need for new sites and facilities? Please
identify the sour ce of the information.

6. Have plans been madeto build or develop new sitesor facilitiesin thearea? If so, where?

7. Would a current study be helpful regarding the need for outdoor water-related recreational
opportunitiesin the area?

(You arenot required to provide the information below. 1t ishelpful, however, in responding to
your questionsand comments.)

Name:

Title:

Office
Address:

Phone:




49

1... By Census definition, the urban population is conposed
of persons living in densely popul ated areas and in
pl aces of 2,500 or nore outside urbanized areas. Al
persons |iving out si de urbani zed areas of |ess than
2,500 or in the open countryside are classified as
rural. Source: South Carolina Statistical Abstract.

2... Poverty statistics are based on a definition originated
by the Social Security Admnistration in 1964 and
subsequently modi fi ed by Federal interagency
commttees in 1969 and 1980. Poverty threshol ds are
revised annually to allow for changes in t he cost of
living as reflected in the Consunmer Price I|Index. The
average poverty threshold for a famly of four persons was
$7,412 in 1979 and $12,674 in 1989.
3... South Carolina Budget and Control Board. South Carolina
Statistical Abstract 1994.
Since data for 12-17 year olds were not avail able for
1979, these conparisons were made of 18 years of age or
older. The differences in preferences across years
reported here are likely due in part to the

4..

different tinmes of year in which these surveys were
conducted. The 1979 and 1984 surveys were conducted
in the sumer, while inter- viewi ng for the 1990 survey

occurred in | ate October and early Novenber.



